"Measure for Measure" and Elizabethan Comedy of that of an inferior dramatist, had to allow the weaknesses to remain.2 The defense of the play has most commonly been placed on thematic grounds, with moral consistency being established in Christian terms by reference to Chapter Six of St. Luke, from which the title of the play is obviously taken.3 The play is thus treated as a moral-political thesis drama; and whatever ambiguities of meaning these treatments may hope to resolve, they largely ignore the problem of its effect as a play or, more specifically, as a comedy. Oscar J. Campbell, considering the play in terms of this problem, sees it as Shakespeare's extension of the Jonsonian formula for realistic comic satire and insists that only by reference to the latter tradition can the incongruities of the play be explained; for Shakespeare's additions to the formula, he claims, only succeeded in disrupting its self-consistency.4 William W. Lawrence argues for a somewhat similar duality, since he finds in the play a mixture of the romantic elements permitted by Elizabethan theatrical conventions and the social realism demanded by Shakespeare's source5 and the nature of his theme.6 But his is an approval of the play, since he assumes the unquestioning gullibility of an Elizabethan audience in accepting the improbable elements which cause modern critics so much trouble.
Even the more favorably disposed commentators seem to be somewhat uncomfortable when confronted by the difficulties in the play. They all feel the need to explain away the two incongruous elements which somehow have made their home in a single work by our master playwright, whether these elements be seen as textual inconsistencies, as the conflict 350 We can see by their references to authority two main sources of classical influence, both of which, however, emphasize the same precepts. The influence of the flourishing Italian literary theory of the mid-sixteenth century, with its emphasis on Aristotelian terminology (although its spirit seems rather to have been Horatian), joined with that of the simple formal definitions of such popular schoolboy-Latin grammarians as Donatus and Diomedes, to fashion the formulations of Elizabethan writers on poetics. Without here attempting any detailed summary of the various writers, it can safely be said that their conclusions all tend in a single direction. Their dramatic theories always begin with a distinction between genres, made with a view toward establishing the concepts of pure comedy and pure tragedy. Although these genres are united by the common principle which asserts the moral objective of all poetry, they are differentiated according to the particular means each is to employ in order to achieve this didactic end. And the means each genre employs are to be self-consistent, so that every aspect of the drama comes to be rigidly controlled (according to the principle of "decorum") by the initial choice of a comic or tragic effect to be produced on the audience. While they make many distinctions, I wish to consider here the one drawn between a comic and tragic action. Whereas the tragic action is to be great and terrible in order to arouse pity and fear and thus act as a moral purge, the comic must treat the familiar and domestic and by ridicule expose the follies which the audience is to avoid. As a result, death or even danger of death is reserved for tragedy; it would clearly be unfitting for the vices or follies handled in comedy to have any such serious implications.7 But, with the exception of such self-conscious classicists as Jonson or Chapman, comedy, thus rigorously defined by Renaissance critical theory, was not what was turned out by the Elizabethan dramatists. This was neither an unconscious departure from recognized rules nor a purely negative flight from restrictions which were too confining. While the non-classical playwrights did not construct an alternative critical theory, we can observe that they were aware on the theoretical level of the advantages their heterodox productions offered. If we turn to the statements made by many popular dramatists in their prologues and by their characters in their plays, we see that, fully aware of the classical limitations placed upon comedy, they claim that they do well deliberately to circumvent these limitations and create imperfect "mongrels." They usually justify themselves by referring to the demands of their audience. If the end of drama is to teach (and this much of the classical precept they seem to keep, perhaps because it coincides with the Morality tradition), and if the audience must enjoy a play in order to profit by its message, then, they conclude, all rules must be subordinated to the audience's approval of the work. And since audiences contain a mixture of serious and light-hearted temperaments, a play will best achieve its purpose if it presents material in which there are elements to suit all tastes. Thus these playwrights, aware of the implications involved in the kind of drama they advocate, sanction the neglect of formal perfection in favor of the attainment of popularity.8
In moving from Elizabethan dramatic theory to dramatic practice, we find, first, that the plays of the neo-classicists, of course, were dedicated to the classic ideal. The form of comedy which they established is the first of the various traditions I want to examine here. It is comedy completely controlled by the desire to hold folly up to ridicule. Thus it leads quite naturally to the comedy of "humours" in which every character is sharply defined and clearly "typed" so that the satiric implications of his folly are evident. The tradition seems to begin with Chapman's An Humourous Day's Mirth or Comedy of Humours (1597) In every case the attention is centered on the exposure of folly which is to benefit the audience, and, except in some of Marston's work, the comedy is domestic and free from any danger of serious harm befalling its characters.9 These plays follow a similar pattern: we have the introduction of the gull or gulls along with the intriguer who may also be the moral commentator; the main action involves the successful perpetration of the intriguer's plot to frustrate and expose the gull, ending in his cure or his being hooted off the stage. Character is stressed rather than plot, and the audience is forced to assume an objective attitude which frees it from any emotional involvement and allows it a detached aloofness from the fools they see displaying themselves. But, as has been stated, the bulk of Elizabethan dramatists did not intend to pursue this kind of comedy. Since, unlike the classicists, they did not formulate a fully developed dramatic theory to which we may look for their comedies to conform, we must try to find plays with enough common elements to allow us to piece together this non-classical tradition which, we may assume, also had a certain focus and certain limitations. Perhaps the basis of this tradition is to be found in the pastoral dramas of the last two decades of the sixteenth century. And modern commentators have agreed that there is some kind of pastoral drama prior to the work of Daniel and Fletcher in the first decade of the seventeenth century.10 It seems clear that Elizabethan pastoral drama is two stages removed from classical pastoralism. The ancient poetic eclogue 9 The peculiar case of Marston will be discussed in another connection later in this paper. influenced the origin of the Renaissance prose romance, which in turn seems to lie behind the Elizabethan pastoral play. That variety of pastoral play of which our earliest extant example in England is Peele's The Arraignment of Paris (1581-84), and which includes a few quite similar works by Lyly extending into the nineties, may seem at first to have been too loosely conceived, to have had too few defining qualities, for it to constitute an effective tradition. But actually it was developing certain uniform traits, and in the anonymous Maid's Metamorphosis (1600), if not earlier, we can clearly see the three main elements which had emerged to become the broad characteristics of the genre: the idyllic, simple life of the country (often opposed to urban corruption), the sophisticated manners of the court which intrude upon it, and the magic of mythology which manipulates the action." While few dramas closely adhere to this pattern in its entirety, the general conception of drama embodied in the pastoral does help to fashion many plays toward the end of the century.
In this connection it is especially significant to study the work of Greene, because he seems to have transformed certain basic pastoral attributes to formulate a kind of romantic comedy which in many respects resembles Shakespeare's. These pastoral qualities were natural to him, since he began as a writer of pastoral romances. In Friar Bacon and Friar Bungay (about 1590) and James IV (about 1591), Greene has modified the pastoral elements he employs. Magic, although it is not mythologically derived, is used in both plays, functioning as a major structural device in Friar Bacon and Friar Bungay and as a background to the action in James IV; in both plays rural virtues are extolled and courtly vice condemned, and disguised nobles add the courtly touch to the country scenes. These plays also incorporate several incidental features generally common to the pastorals. Like the pastorals, they are primarily concerned with the telling of a romantic and fanciful story. It is significant in this connection that both plays are called "histories" (that is, stories) and that only James IV is even secondarily called a comedy. Because of this exclusive interest in the story for its own sake, consistency of character is not taken very seriously, so that we never see the process by which a character changes his mind but rather are forced to accept such vacillation on the spot so long as it moves the plot interestingly along toward the desired ending. Since we are to become emotionally involved in the action, we are hardly to regard the characters objectively or ironically. Rather our attitude is to be one of sympathy toward them: we take seriously what they take seriously. Thus, concerned about the fortunes of the characters and heedless of their psychological consistency, we can accept improbabilities in keeping with our hope for all to turn out well.
In both plays we find certain parallels to many of Shakespeare's plots. (And we should note that in James IV Greene uses as his source the same Cinthio from whose work Measure for Measure eventually springs.) These parallels are particularly striking in Measurefor Measure although, as we shall see, it differs from the Greene formula in many respects. Like Measure for Measure, each of these two plays of Greene is concerned with the theme of feminine virtue assaulted by male lust, and in each, again as in Measurefor Measure, the would-be seducer repents.
It should be clear that the two lines of Elizabethan comedy we have traced are completely opposed to each other. In addition to their different attitudes toward such superficial structural principles as the three unities, there are two antithetical concepts of drama involved here. In one there is the primacy of character-consistency, in the other the primacy of fanciful plot. In one, no perilous element is allowed to obfuscate the purely comic effect; in the other even the most tragic possibilities may enter along the way, provided that all ends well. One demands from its audience an attitude of detachment, of disdainful superiority; the other demands so sympathetic a concern for the fortunes of its characters that the audience will tolerate anything so long as the obstacles to a happy ending are cleared away. While Shakespeare's comedies are commonly of the romantic variety and therefore close to Greene's, it must not be forgotten that the "humorous" comedies of Jonson, only recently originated, had attained great popularity by the time Shakespeare came to write Measure for Measure and his other so-called "dark comedies." And this new fashion may have been the influence which forced these comedies to be so different from his earlier ones.
It seems likely that the two conflicting varieties of Elizabethan comedy, that of Jonson and that of Greene, are combined in Measurefor Measure, and that their incompatibility has caused the critical confusion which still exists about the play. Recognizing this duality, we also, like most of the commentators discussed earlier, would see the play as having two incongruous elements, but these would not be so easily separated at any one point in the action as they would have us believe. Rather Shakespeare seems to be doing two things at once throughout this work. Campbell, in his Shakespeare's Satire, has carefully examined the play in terms of the elements in it of the comedy of ridicule. He concludes, however, that the play fails because Isabella, who structurally is the Duke's device to gull Angelo, outgrows her function and, in outgrowing it, threatens to become the heroine of a serious play. It should be added to this analysis, I believe, that Isabella's development is not so much an accident or loss of control during playwriting as it is a manifestation of a clearly defined variety of romantic comedy which had its hold on Shake-7"Measure for Measure" and Elizabethan Comedy speare and which he could not or would not shake off even as he was introducing the currently popular Jonsonian characteristics. As a result, he tried to graft the latter elements on to the fundamentally different tradition of comedy to which he formerly was devoted, but failed to blend the two. Perhaps the two concepts, being too opposed, inevitably involved too many incongruities to allow an organic union or, for that matter, to allow anything more than an unintegrated superimposition of one on the other. Be that as it may, it is important, in returning to Isabella, that we see how she is shaped by both traditions. In addition to and simultaneously with the conventional satiric function attributed to her by Campbell, Isabella, as the supremely virtuous woman whose purity is threatened by a vicious ruler, is called upon to function as an equally conventional counterpart of Greene's heroines. Using Campbell's Jonsonian analysis on the one hand, but supplementing it continually by considering the influence of this other kind of comedy, we should see into the ambiguity of many key situations and characters in the play.
In light of Campbell's presentation and in view of the fact that there are no pastoral elements as such in the play, one may say that Measure for Measure is farther from Greene and closer to Jonson than are Shakespeare's earlier and more obviously romantic comedies. Nevertheless it is also evident that his earlier romantic characteristics are there constantly to battle the classical ones for supremacy. For example, the puritanical Angelo, Campbell states, is the Jonsonian gull, and the entire play is so constructed as to expose his hidden vices. On the face of it, this would indeed seem to differentiate him from Shylock or Don John, who are the purely romantic villains. But it must be noted on the other side that his vices take on a far more serious aspect than Jonson would permit, and that in this respect he shows a close resemblance to the Scotch king in James IV, as well as to Shylock and Don John. Consequently, at the same time as he is the gull, he is the conventional villain of romantic comedy whose defeat is necessary. And his final repentance has a similar duality about it. On the one hand there is evidence that he is purged of his vice in Jonsonian fashion; on the other hand he appears to undergo the unforeseen and unjustifiable change-of-heart that is characteristic of a comedy by Greene or an earlier one by Shakespeare.
If we add to this analysis of Angelo's role the ambiguous function of Isabella as romantic heroine and as tool for the Duke's plot-a point which has already been touched upon-the contradictory character of the play becomes clear. Seen in this light, the play reveals how complete a struggle it is between the two opposed patterns of comedy. The one has Angelo as the main character and gull, with Isabella as the means of gulling him (and would not Jonson rather use a courtesan, the classic the gulls, about which the satiric commentator complains in the comedy of ridicule.) It would seem, from the similarities between the Duke and Malevole, that certain consistent developments and alterations of the formula for realistic comedy were taking place and that less restricted horizons for political and moral dramatic satire were being revealed. Campbell suggests that Shakespeare was influenced by Marston in his use of the Duke as satiric commentator. But the dates of The Malcontent and The Fawn, in which the parallels are clearest, are probably later than those he assigns13 and rather suggest a reverse influence, if any. Therefore very possibly it was Shakespeare who added to the Jonsonian concept, so that when Marston takes it up it has certain romantic modifications, although Marston's objective remains much the same as was Jonson's. In any case, Shakespeare's mingling of the satirical elements with those descended from pastoralism seems to have obscured any possible single intention in his play.
Most of the critical discussions of Measure for Measure which were cited earlier resorted immediately either to Elizabethan social, religious, and political conventions or to highly speculative surmises about the text and its authorship.14 Yet the investigation of dramatic convention, a primary consideration in treating drama historically, places the problem in a somewhat different light. When viewed in the context of contemporary dramatic genres, Measure for Measure is seen to be an unsatisfactory product of conflicting fashions in dramatic construction. It is thus possible to establish more clearly the author's artistic intention and to estimate more accurately the relevance of the problems which critics have raised. There may be much to be said about the meaning of the play, if we choose to consider it a moral-political tract. But its unified significance as drama must elude us as, indeed, it may have eluded even Shakespeare. 14 My criticism here certainly is not meant to apply to Campbell, whose point-of-view was so helpful to me in formulating my own. All I could further ask of him would be a fuller appreciation of the non-classical dramatic tradition as a positive and defined force.
